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activities in the states was collected through mail questionnaires.

Focuses were the types of job evaluation systems used for classified

state employees, pay egquity pclicies in the states, pay equity

studies, and pay equity litigation. Responses to the guestionnaire

showed that 46 of the 48 states responding to the survey used job:

evaluation to set pay for classified positions: Of the 46, 34 used

‘one_method of job evaluation for all jobs, most commonly a =

point-factor _system:; Ten of the states had written pay equity or

comparable worth policy. Twenty-seven had gathered data on their pay
and classification systems and determined whether there were -

sex-based wage differences and/or occupational segregation. Twenty

states had conducted pay e&quity studies that compared pay of male and
female job classes with comparable job evaluation scores; five had

conducted pay equity studies that compared pay of male and female _

employees with comparable individual characteristics. (The two-page
letter of submittal summarizes the findings, followed by appendices
vhich include a more detailed summary of questionnaire results and

the questionnaire with summary of responses.) (YLB)
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GA() General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548
General Government Division
B-217675
September 19, 1986
e Honorable Alan Cranston
United States Senate
ihé,ﬁén@rabié Daniel J. Evans
United States Senate
This_ report responds to your January 28, 1986, request for an

update on pay equity studies and related activities in-the

states (app. I). We gathered information through-a mail
questionnaire focused on the types of job evaluation systems
used for classified state employees, pay equity policies in

the states, pay equity studies, and pay equity litigation.
(See app. III for a copy of the questionnaire,)
As agreed with your offices; iﬁféfﬁaiién;gaiﬁéréé;rééaraing

‘pay equity litigation in the states was included in a

July 29, 1986, letter (B-217675).  The July 29 letter also._

covered portions of the request that asked for an update on

relevant pay inequality cases involving federal, state; and
local governments and an analysis of the difference between
the scope of the Equal Pay Act of 1963 and the statutory

objectives of the General Schedule classification system.

In summary, the responses to our questionnaire showed

-- 46 Of the 48 states responding to our survey used job
evaluation to set pay for classified positions;

-- of those 46 states, 34 used one method of job
evaluation for all jobs, most commonly a point-factor
system;

-- 10 of the states responding to the questionnaire had a

written pay equity or comparable worth policy;

-- 27 of the states responding ﬁéﬂ,gaiﬁerea;aata;cn their pay
and classification systems and determined whether there
were sex-based wage differences and/or occupational
segregation;



B-217675

. -- 20 states had conducted pay equity studies that compared
the pay of male and female job classes with comparable job

evaluation gcores; and

-- 5 states had conducted pay equity studies which compared
the pay of male and female employees with comparabile
individual characteristics.;

As arranged with your offices, copies of this report are .

being sent to interested parties and will be made available
to others upon request. If you have any questions, please

call me on (202) 275-6204.

osslyfhh S. Kleeman ,
Senior Associate Director
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APPENDIX 1

IX I

Hnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

January 28, 1986

The Honorable Charles A. Bowsher . =
Comptroller General of the United States
U.S.-General--Accounting Office
Washington; D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Comptroller General:

- We are writing to request that you prepare a supplementary
report. pursuant to pay equity and federal job classification

practices.

This report should include:
- - {1) - an_ update on pay equity studies and related activities .

in the states:

_ . (2) an update on relevant pay-inequality cases involving
federal, state and local governments; and;

(3) an analysis of the difference between the scope of the
Equal Pay Act of 1963 and the statutory objectives of the federal

classification system (see 5 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.).

__We appreciate your attention to this matter and look forward

to receiving your report.

Sincerely,

ALAN CRANSTON

[ N



APPENDIX II ' APPENDIX II

SUMMARY OF. QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

_____'The objective of this review was to describe the status of

state job evaluation systems, pay equity policies, and pay
equity studies. To achieve this objective; we used the results

Qf -an- infotml ;:géléphbﬁé: survey that we conducted in the _summer

and fall of 1985, and other information we had gathered to

design a mail questionnaire: (See app. III for a copy of the
questionnaire.) -After pretesting the questionnaire in two
states and the District of Columbia, we mailed the survey to
personnel officials in each of the 50 states in April 1986. _ _
Followup letters and telephone calls were made in May; June; and
July to encourage nonrespondents to _complete the questionnaire.
By the middle of July, completed gquestionnaires were received
from 48 states; Alabama and Pennsylvania chose not to
participate in the survey. Finally, we telephoned over ,
three-fourths of the states to obtain additional information and
to ensure the accuracy of their responses.

- - Because we were not able to verify the accuracy of the
information we received, the results represent the states' own
descriptions of their job evaluation systems and pay equity =
activities. Definitions of such terms as “pay equity® and "job
evaluation" were drawn from the personnel and pay equity
literature.
STATE CHARACTERISTICS

- The first portion of the questionnaire gathered information
on the states' workforce characteristics (questions l-through
3);7;§§:§§513;;;;;;1n§i;§§es;,thé total number of positions
{including classified: and unclassified, and full- and

part-time) in each state varied widely, with seven states having
15,000 or less positions and eight having over 75,000 7
positions. -The number of classified positions also varied
significantly.

lsince similar positions may be considered classified in one .
state and not classified in another, no single definition for

"classified position" was used. _Generally, though, classified
positions are covered by the states' primary personnel statute,

- include most positions in the executive branch, and may include

positions in the judicial or legislative branch as well.

~ o
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____ Table 1I.l

_Number of States
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We also asked the states how many job classifications or
discrete job categories they had. _Again, we received a broad

range of answers, with 5 states having 1,000 jobs or less; 22
states with 1,001 to 1,500 jobs; 17 states with 1,501 to 3,000
jobs; and 4 states with more than 3,000 jobs. Two states

indicated they had more than 7,000 jobs:

JOB EVALUATION SYSTEMS

_____Job_evaluation is a process used by organizations to

determine the worth or value of a job to the organization. -
Virtually all of the states responding to the survey (46 out of
48) said they use job evaluation to set pay for their classified

positions (question 4). Of the 46 states using job evaluation,
(question 5). Six of the remaining 12 states use 2 job

evaluation systems and the other 6 states use between 3 and 11

such systems to set pay.

- . Several states indicated that they have formal plans to. .
change the number of job evaluation systems they use (question
11). Of the 12 states using more than one system, 2 states
indicated that they were in the process of consolidating their

systems to a single method and 2 states said that they were

20ne state has two major systems that cover 9€ percent of the

state's classified positions. The remaining are non-civil
service positions that are covered by 20 similar systems. We -

considered this state to have two systems. RAuother state which
was- in the process of converting from one single system to
another single system was categorized as having two systems
because, at the time of our survey, both systems were in use.

s 8
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planning to use fewer systems. On the other hand; two of the
states with only one job evaluation system said they planned to
use more systems. _Whether consclidating or expanding the number

of systems they use; the reasons most commonly given for such

changes by state personnel officials were generally the
same--administrative efficiency, internal consistency, and/or
pay equity (question 12).

Job_evaluation methods

__ _We also asked stat: personnel officials to describe the
job_evaluation systems used in their state (guestion 6). Four
general methods of job evaluation commonly described in

personnel literature served as categories in our survey--

ranking, grading, point-factor, and factor comparison.. (See .

P. 17 of app. III for definitions of these evaluation methods.)
An_ "other" category was also provided for those states whose

systems did not fit easily into the four categories. The most

commonly used method, either by itself or in combination with

some other method, is the point-factor method (used in 21
states), followed by grading (13 states), ranking (7 states),
and factor comparison (3 states). Ten states said that chey use

some other t?pé;bf,QYBtémg most commonly a combination of two of
the four general methods.

___ _The 34 states which used only one job evaluation system to
set_pay for all their classified jobs followed a similar

pattern. Fourteen states said they use the point-factor

technigue, followed by grading (9 states), ranking (6 states);

"other" (4 states), and factor comparison (1 state). Four of
the states with only one evaluation system indicated that they
were changing from one method to another. Three were converting
to a point-factor method, and one to a combination point=factor
and factor comparison system. Of the 12 states that said that
they use more than one job evaluation system, 7 use the .
point-factor method, 4 use grading, 1 uses ranking; 2 use factor

comparison, and 6 use some other type of system, for a total of
20 systems, Table II.2 shows the types of job evaluation ,
methods being used by the 46 states using job evaluation to set

pay for classified employees.

31n this and subsequent questions where the respondents could
check-more than one response category; the numbers in the
narrative may not correspond to the numbers reported in the
questionnaire in Appendix III. Similarly, where subsets of
states_are discussed separately, the statistics in the =
narrative were drawn from an analysis of the data and are not

found in the guestionnaire in Appendix III.

-
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TABLE II.2

Types of Job Evaluation Methods Use:

- by_Number of Systems in the States

Evaluation method used by S
states with one system Number of states

Point facto 14
Grading 9
Ranking 6
Factor Comparison 1

Other 4
Subtotal 34

Evaluation methods used by
states with two or more systems

one point factor/one other
Two point Factor

Three_point factor
Two grading .

Two factor comparison

One grading/one other - o
One point factor/two grading/two other
One point- factor/two ranking/
Two_point factor/one grading

Seven other

Eleven other
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We also asked the states to describe the types of positions

covered by each of the job evaluation systems they use (question

8). (For those states with more than three systems; we
requested -information on their three largest systems.) The
types of jobs most commonly covered by such systems were
administrative; clerical/secretarial, laborers, craftspersons,
managerial, professional, and technical, with at least 40 of the
46 states indicating that their primary evaluation system covers
those positions. All 34 states with one evaluation system said

that all these positions were covered by that system; 15 more
said university employees_ (nonfaculty) were also covered and 6

included judicial employees in the system.
| 10
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_ In contrast, of the 12 states that used more than one job

evaluation system; 9 had different evaluation systems for
different types of positions. For example; one state placed all
its_managerial positions under one system and all other -
positions in another. In another state, all csxecutive branc¢h

positions were under one system and university system positions

under two other systems. The other three states included some

of the same types of positions under more than one system.

Age of evaluation systems

. _Finally, we obtained data on how long each of the states

had used their present evaluation systems (question 10)._  The 46
states which used job evaluation to set pay provided information

on 64 job evaluation systems: (Again; for states with more than
three systems, we received information on the three largest
systems. Thus, the 34 states with only 1 system gave =
information on 34 systems; 6 states reported on 12 systems; and

6 _states provided-data-on 18 systems, for a total of 64

systems.) Generally, the states had used these_systems. for som

time, with 34 of the 64 systems at least 10 years old and 19 at
least 20 years old:  Twenty-two of the 34 states with only 1
evaluation system said they had used that system for at least 10

years; and 14 had been in place for 20 or more years.
___ Ten of the 14 states using a single point-factor method had

been using this method for less than 10 years; 18 of the 20 .

states using another method had been doing so for 10 years or
more. -As table II.3 indicates; 12 of the 13 systems in place-
less than 5 years were point-factor systems. Twenty of the 25

point-factor systems used were less than 10 years old. Fourteen
of the 19 systems used for 20 years or more were either ranking

or grading systems and 19 of the 21 ranking and grading systems

were 10 years or more old.;
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PAY EQUITY POLICIES

--One section of the questionnaire was devoted to state pay

equity policies (questions 13-23). A pay equity policy was

defined as any legislation, executive order, administrative
policy; or other pronouncement that specifically states a
compensation goal of equal pay for work of comparable worth or

value for state employees. A clear distinction was drawn

between equal pay for comparable worth,- and equal pay for __ .

equal work as in the Equal Pay Act of 1963. We also indicated

that we did not consider pronouncements which only authorized a
pay equity study or evaluation of job classes to be a pay equity
policy:

- .--Ten of the 47 states responding- indicated that they had: a
written pay equity or comparable worth policy (question 13).%
That policy was established by legislation in 7 of the 10 .
states, by administrative policy in 2 states; and by executive
order_in 1 _state (question 14). The impetus for such policies

was most commonly attributed to. the governor, the legislature,

the unions, and women's interest groups (question 15); _All or _
virtually all classified positions were covered by the policy in

all 10 states. Three states' pay equity policies covered .=
every job- in the states (classified and nonclassified) and three

other states covered some nonclassified positions (question 16).

. _8ix of the 37 states that said they did not have a pay

equity policy stated that they had formal plans to adopt such a
policy, most commonly through legislation {guestions 19 and

21).. All six states indicated that state employee unions.

provided an impetus for the consideration of the pay equity ]
policy; five of the six also cited the governor, state personnel
officials, the legislature, or women's interest groups (question
20). _All six states expected all classified positions to be
covered by the policy, and one state said some nonclassified

positions would be covered (question 22).

40one state said it did not know whether it has or is considering

a pay equity policy because it said it has conflicting policies
in effect. 1Its pay equity statute includes a provision that
pay is contingent on and superseded by collective bargaining.

Thus, it said it could not say whether it has such a policy or

not.

Seight states said their policy covers all classified
positions, Ore state's pay equity policy covers 90 percent of

the state's classified positions, excluding positions outside

of its general schedule. The other state's policy covers 98

percent of its classified positions, excluding some high-level

10 12

administrative jobs.
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PAY EQUITY STUDIES

_The next portion of the ouf§e9 contained a series of -
questions on three general categories of pav. equity~related.
studies conducted by the states: (1) data collection efforts

that idéﬂtify any sex-based wage differences or_ occupat:onai

segregation by sex among state employees; (2).
equity studies that compare the pay of male and-feméle Job

classes with comparable job evaluation scores; and (3) economic
gnggguitx;stud1es which compare the pay of male and female
employees with comparable individual characteristics, such as
education or experience. The survey also. asked whether the

states had -conducted pay equity studies which combined job

content and_individual characteristics (the preferred option in
our _report on.. = —a _Pay Equity Study of =
Federal Pay and-— CIasslflcatLon—Systems, GAO/GGD-85-37, March 1,

1985) or which focused on the pay of minority employees.
Finally, the survey asked whether the states tracked the pay.
equity activities of other states. -Of the 48 states - -responding
to the questlonnalre, 28 indicated that they had conducted at
least one of the three general types of pay equity analyses.

 The most common type of pay equlty analyszs was data
collection. Twenty-seven states said they had collected data on
sex-based pay differences and/or occupational segregation -
(question 26); with most studies focused on both attributes (22
states). While 15 states conducted this type of analysis once,

the remaining 12 states _conducted at least two such. data

collections, with 6 states performing four or more data

collections (guestion 27).

- For those states that had conducted four or-more data
collectlons; ‘the remaining. questlons in thxs sectlon of the

survey gathered information on 39 such studies conducted by the

states. The data collection efforts were most commonly

initiated by legislation, followed by administrative action and
executive action (question 29), and were most often conducted by
state personnel or a combination of state personnel and a
consultant. Three of the 39 studies were conducted solely by
consultants (question 30).

About half of the 39 studies included a11 JOb classes in

the state; the others (20 studies) focused on a sample of those

job classes (question 31). Where a sample was used, it was:
chosen in a variety of ways. (question 32),- About half of the
studies: uéédﬁonly .one of -the. er;ter;a in_the. questtonnatte, =

sEates us:ng oniy one criterlon, the most common were maie-and

job classes (3 studies). 1In three studies using a combination

[ liéi
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of criteria, the sample consisted of highly-populated, male- and

female-dominated classes selected at random.

-~ One-third-of the data collections {13 out- of 39) used a
steering committee or task force representing interested
groups. The roles of the steering committees varied from study
to study; but most steering committees oversaw the effort while

some other group actually conducted the analysis (question 34).
In. three cases; the committee, in addition to overseeing the
study, also used the study results to make recommendations- about
pay equity.  In three other studies, the task force determined
the scope of the study, oversaw the study, and made

recommendations based on the results.

____Of the 39 data collections described, 38 were completed by

the time of our survey. The amount of time needed to complete
the analyses ranged from 1 to 78 weeks, with the median length
of time for the first study being 11.5 weeks (question 35).
Subseguent studies appeared to take less time, with the median
for -the second study being 6 weeks and 4 weeks for the third

study. Twenty-nine of the studies_concluded that sex-based wage

differences existed; 28 found evidence of sex-based occupational
segregation (question 36).6 At the conclusion of the studies,
the results often were referred to the state personnel office,

the governor, and the legislature (question 37). -In 25 studies,
the results were sent to all three offices.  The data - -
collections most commonly resulted in a followup study (14 _

studies) . -Four of the studies led to the adoption of a new pay
equity policy, eight led to changes in existing pay or personnel

ﬁé%iéiéé; and six led to pay equity salary increases (question
38).
;:L: oo o g,tuaiés

_As_noted above, a job content pay equity study compares the

pay of male and female job classes with comparable job -
evaluation scores. (See pp. 26 through 36 of our report on_

gg%%ég%iggiigggducting;a;Pag;gquity Study of Federal Pay and
Classifi on Systems for a discussion of these studies.)
Twenty of the 48 states responding to the questionnaire

indicated that they Lad conducted such a study, and 7 states
said they had done suv more than once (questions 41 and 42).

Subsequent -questions gathered data on 29 job content studies

conducted in those 20 states.

60ne state said it could not conclude on the basis of the data
gathered whether sex-based wage differences existed or not.

The state did, however, conclude that occupational segregation

existed: Thus, the total number of studies reaching a
conclusion regarding sex-based wage differences is 37, while 38

states reached a conclusion regarding occupational
segregation.

12
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- As with the previously described data collections, the job
content studies were most commonly initiated by legislation
(question 44), but were more likely to use a sample of job - -
classes as the object of the study rather than to study all job_
classes (17 of the 29 studies) (question 46). Where a sample of
classes was chosen, a commonly employed criterion of selection
was -again male- and female-dominated- job classes (four
studies). Other criteria used to select the sample were male-
and female-dominated job classes which were highly populated,
(four studies) and random selection of classes (three studies)

(question 47).
States were less likely to rely solely on state personnel

to conduct - job content studies than data collections, with 19 of

the 29 studies using consultants either alone or with state
personnel (question 45). Job content pay equity studies were

also more likely to use a steering committee or task force, with
18 of the 29 studies doing so. (question 48). As in the data
collection efforts, though, the role of the committee or task
force varied, but most oversaw the study while some other group
performed the study (13 of the 18 studies) (question 49). - In

5 of the 13 studies; the committees additionally determined the
scope of the study and used the results to make pay equity

recommendat.ions.

At the time of our survey, 28 of the 29 job content studies

were completed. The studies took from 1 to 24 months to

complete, and the median number of months needed decreased in
subsequent _studies (question 50). Twenty of the 28 studies

concluded that sex-based wage differences existed after
controlling for job evaluation scores (question 51). The
results of the job-content studies were most commonly sent- to
the governor, the legislature, and the state personnel office

(question 52), with 20 studies sent to all three. As in the
data collections, the effects of these studies varied with no
common effect evident: _Six of the studies resulted ina -

followup study, five led to the adoption of a new pay equity

policy; six led to changes in existing pay policies, and five
led to pay equity salary increases (question 53).

Economic studies

___ _Economic _studies; which compare the pay of male and female
employees with comparable individual characteristics, were
conducted by 5 of the 48 states responding to our survey -
{question 56). Each of the five states conducted one study,
three of which were initiated by administrative action and two
by the legislature (question 59).- State personnel were involved
in all five studies, conducting the studies by themselves in
three such efforts and with consultants in two others (question
60)._ _A sample of job classes was selected in three studies, but

no common criteria of sample selection was evident (questions 61

and 62). A steering committee or task force was involved in two

1¥
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studies (questicn 63). 1In one the committee determined what was

to be studied and actually conducted the study: In the other
effort,; the task force oversaw the study and used the results to

make pay equity recommendations (question 64).

Four of the five economic studies were completed at the

time of our survey. Three found that sex-based wage differences
existed after controlling for individual characteristics, such

as education and experience (question 66). These results were

sent to the legislature and the state personnel office in all
four studies; two study results were-also sent to the governor
(question 67). Two of the four completed studies resulted in a

followup study; there had been no results at the time of our
survey in the other two studies (question 68).

Other pay equity-related studies

— - The survey also indicated that many of the states were
cpndqgting;bthér,péy;égﬁityitélétéd,éfﬁgiég5; For example, 40 of
the 48 states responding to_the questionnaire tracked the pay
equity activities of other states (question 24). This tracking
was most commonly conducted by collecting reports, articles, or
other information (39 states), and by contacting other states _
for pay equity information or attending conferences or _seminars
(37 states) (question 25). -Two states were also conducting pay
equity studies that measured both job content and individual
characteristics (question 71). This combination of job content

and economic analysis was the preferred option in our report on
Options for Conducting uity Study of Federal Pay and- -
Egiﬁgificati — . . Similarly, two other states controlled
for certain individual characteristics such as seniority before

conducting their pay equity studies. Finally, 4 states had

conducted pay equity studies focusing on minority employees
(question 72)-and 17 states had studied or were planning to
study their classification and/or compensation systems.

_Table II.4 presents each state's responses to the
questionnaire in each of the three major areas discussed above:
(1) the number and type of job evaluation systems used;

(2) whether or not the state has a pay equity policy; and -
(3) whether or not the state has conducted a pay equity study .

(a data collection study, a job content pay equity study, or an
economic pay equity study).
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TABLE II.4: Summary of State Activities

- uumber/tyge of Pay equity Pay equity studies!
State evaluation systems policy 1 2 3
ar? - ~ .
AK 1 Other No No- No- No
Ag 1 Point Factor(PF)/l Other No Yes Yes No
AR 2 Point Pactor Ng No No No
Ca 1 other 2 Yes No No
co 1 Grading/l other No No No No
cT 1 Point Pactor No No No No
DE 1 Point Pactor No No No No
PL 1 Grading No No No No
GA 1 Ranking No - No- No No
I 2 Pactor- COmparison(FC) Yes Yes No Yes
iD 1 Point Pactor No No No  No
IL 1 Grading No Yes Yes No
IN 7 Other No- Yes Yes No
IA 3—Point ?actor Yes Yes Yes No
KS None - ’ No Yes No No
KY 1 Point Pactor No Yes No No
LA 1 Ranking - No- Yes No No
ME 1 Point-Pactor Yes Yes Yes No
MD 2 Ranking/1: PF/1 FC No_ Yes Yes No
MA 1:Point Pactor No4 Yes Yes No
MI 11- Other _ - Yes Yes Yes Yes
MN 1 Point Pactor Yes Yes Yes Yes
MS  None -~ No No No No
MO 1 Grading o No - No- No No
NT 2 Grading/l PF/2 other Yes Yes Yes No
NE 1 Grading No Yes No No
NV 1 Grading. No No No No
NH 1 Point Pactor No No: No No
NI 1 Point-Pactor No Yes Yes No
NM 1 Ranking No Yes No No
NY 1 Grading No No- Yes No-
NC 1 Ranking - No Yes No Yes
ND 1 Point Factor No No No No
OH 1 Point Pactor Yes Yes Yes No
OK 1 Point Pactor No No- No No
OR. 1 Grading Yes Yes Yes No
?gs - - °C o . . S
RI 1 Pactor. Comparison No Yes Yes No
sc 1 Grading No No No No
Sb 1 Point Pr-tor No No No No
IN 1 Point Pactor No No No No
X 1 Ranking No No No No
ur 1 Point ?actor/l Other No No No No
vr 1 Other- - No Yes Yes No
VA 1 Grading No No - No- No
WA 1 other Yes Yes Yes No
WV 2 Grading - - No Yes Yes No
Wi 1 Grading/2 Potnt Pactor Yes Yes Yes No
1 Ranking No Yes Yes Yes

H‘ 3

‘szgef&fssezsgséss.asfoélzceu§:§toa: REEARS. SESY of fex-yagea
content pay equity study, and (3) an économic pay equity study.
ZA;gbgmgfghOSe not to provtde tnformatton. o
36g1tfgtnia rsonnel of icial said theg coulg not say whether
supégc: gd E§ thgagtage 8 cgg %13: gargagning ag¥egmén€§.

dq
S3Erey Batpachossiis, Satad,HIat 4t f1d ner have o wripten pay

cy
°Y€ﬁ"§§y equtéyetﬁegus he & Tfectfvg"gargafﬁf‘x‘:'gtg‘r’gge&g.de“

Spennsylvania chose not to provide information.
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFF iCE

Survey of Statest Pay Equity Activities!

INTRODUCT 1ON

The U.S. Generol Accounﬂng O"lco (6A0),

in;esflgaﬂvo agency of Congress, is conducﬂng ]
survey of pay equity activities In-the-states. The

purpose of this questionnalre is tc o-slsf as In
developing dats on state Job ciassification systems,

pay-equity policies; pay equity studies; and pay
oqulfy Ilﬂgaﬂon.

Tho quesflonnolre should take about 30 ulnufos

to.complete. Since It covers the range of issges for

8l1 states, every state will not have to answer every

set-of questions. Pleass read the definitions care-

fully 8nd fol low the Instructions closely to assure

that you answer the approprlofe questions for yoor
state. Most of the questions can be easiiy answered

by-checking boxes or f111ing In blanks. If you
belleva It would be more appropriste for someone else

fo answer some of the questions, pleass forward this
questionnalre to that Indlvidual. Space has been pro-

vided-for any additional comments at the end of the
questionnaire. If necessary, additional pages may be

attached.

Pleass return the compieted questionnaire In the
onc | osad self-addressad envelope within 10 days of

recelpt. -in the event that the envelope Is mis-
placed, pleaso mall the céﬁslefea quosﬂonnelro to:

UsS: GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFF ICE
M. Curtis Copsiand

Rosm 3150

441 G Street; NeW. -
Hashlng‘réﬁ’ DiC. 20588

T; yoﬂ anflclp!fé any dlfflculfy rofurnlng fho
questionnaire within the requested timeframe, or have
any questions, pleass call Mr. Curtls Copeland or

Ms. Mary Pat Franasliak on (202) 275-6511.

Thenk you for your cooperation.

- Pleeso check here lf you would Ilke a copy of the
final repcrf- I ] Yes

"The number of mlsslng responses 15 115ted unaorrfhoso

questions where respondents should have answered a
question, bat did nots

16

s 308 CEISSIFICITI(’N SYSTEHS

Thls set.of quosﬂons conoorn; Job classification

and evaluation systems. -By this we mean the tech-
nlques used to separats Jobs Into different cate-

gorles and to measure the worth or value of those
Jobs to the organlization for pay purposes. Questions

in this section refer to alt positions on the state's
payrol |, Including full and | part-time positions,

They_do not Include temporary or consultant
poslﬂons.

1 About how many total total poslﬂon; (lncludlng class-

1fied and unclasslfiod _and full and part-time)
are there on your state's payroll? (ENTER

NUMBER. )

2. About how many classified positions (Including
full and part-time) are there on your state's

payrol 1?7 (ENTER NUMBER.)

Soo Toble iisi

3. About how MHYM (1.0.; dis=

crest job categorles), Incl uding varlances and

options, are there in your state goverament?
(ENTER NUMBER:)

Se ap.p_.P-_

4. Manv orginlzaflans use Jos eva(ueflon systems to

set pay for classitied positions. By job evalus-
tion we méan the process used 1o determine the

worth or-value of a job to an employer. -Some
general types of job evaluation systems Include

ranking, grading; point factor; and factor
éomprlson.

Doss your state govu-mnf usé any job ovaluaflon

system(s) to set pay for classifled jobs?
s 146 1 Yes
2. 1 21 No (SKIP TO SECTION 11, p. 3.)

5. How many job evalustion systems does your state
use to set pay for.classifled jobs? —(ENTER

NUMBER. SYSTEMS USING D IFFERENT FACTORS OR

WE IGHTS SHOULD BE CUNSIDERED DIFFERENT SYSTEMS.)
§f5fii§ 1 siitﬁiiﬁ
states: 2 systoms
states: 3 10 11 systems

18
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— 7. What category of Job evaluation sysfall are you
DEFIMITIONS. describing? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH SYSTEM;)
mma, This compares "whoie jobs® and dofmlnos System 1|System 2 System 3
[which are wore, less, or equally demending, It m 2) 3
ranks the jobs in a hierarchy, —
R t. Ranking 7 0 0
m This compares “whoie jobs" and assigns jobs —
o prede predetermined grades, It <ompares Job L 2, Grading 13 1 0
characteristics with predefined categories in the -
grodo sﬁ'ucfuro. 3. Point=-tfactor 16 7 2
POIN‘I' FACTOR, This uses a priﬁmlggdiggalggof 4, Factor comparison 2 1 1
tactors, divided into laveis; which are assigned a — =
valoe (points), The sum of the points awarded to 5. Other; please
each factor determines the job's relative value among specity B ] -
others Iiolng ovaluafoi. [ —— 8 3 3
m:s&. This comperes key jobs with eech g
[other on a predetermined nwaber of tactors, Each Job 8, WMch of the tollowing types of positions are - -
Is ranked in its reiative order of lmportance on each covered-by the system? (CHECK ALL THE BOXES THAT
foctor. The value of other jobs is determined by APPLY FOR EACH SYSTEM,)
comperison with le Jobs on each factor,
— System 1[Systen 2[system 3
6, Some Wal ca?ogorlu fogidlg!gggg ng’g!alue- ) (2) (3)
tion systems-include ranking; grading; point — — = —
tactor, and factor comperison, Plesse resd the 1, Administrative 40 5 2
definitions for-each of- the-categories noted - PR
above Which best describes the Job evaluation- sys- 2, Clerical/ - R
m(s) -used -in your state-tor classitied employ- sscratarial a3 s 0
_ (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH CATEGORY OF SYSTEM e -
YOtR STATE USES, AND ENTER THE POPULAR NAME OF 3. Laborers L 3] 4 1
THE SYSTEM, IF AVAILABLE. - ALSO. ENTER THE NUMBER L - -
OF -SYSTEMS-THAT YOUR STATE HAS [N EACH CATEGORY; 4, Crattspersons a0 3 1
FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOUR STATE HAS 2 POINT=FACTOR SYS- - - — = -
TEMS, ENTER "2% (N THE COLUMN TITLED "NUMBER";) 5. Managerial 40 7 i
CATEGORY-OF POPULAR NUMBER OF 6. Protesslonal a2 (3 i
OF SYSTEM NAME _SYSTEMS T —
o S - _ - 7. Technical 42 [ 2
1. ¢ | ReNKIAg 7states 8§ - —
oo oo o _. . 8, Judiclal-employees - - -
2.t i Grading 13 states— iS5 (non=-judges) 10 3 0
3. I | Polnt=factor _ 21 states 2% 9 L;iiiiiﬁ'&i
oo . employees [ 3 0
4, ) Factor o : (non-leglslators)
compar i son 3 states 4
B 10, University
5. | ] Other; please specify _ omp loyees 18 4 i
10 states 27 non=facul ty)
For questions 7-10, it vour state has. enlym 11, Other; pleass
Job evaiuation-system, till In the information under_ specify 2 i 1
e colum titied System 1. It your state has 2 or 3
systems, t1ii in the approoriate columns for sach sys- = — —

sys-

tem,. if your state has more than 3 systems, answer

the-questions for the 3 systems that cover the most
positions, ([t more then one system within a single-
category is ysed (o.g.. two point=factor systems using

different factors or weights), treat each as a
separate system,

ERIC 18y
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9.

10,

12,

About-what percent of ail-classitied positions In
the state, (lncludlng both full.and part-time) are

covered by the job evaluation system? (ENTER
PERCENT:) y
System 1 | System 2 | System 3
m @ 3
1. Percent _ RN { S ]
About how Tong hss your state been using this
system to set pay? — —_— —
(CHECK ONE,) System 1iSystem 2|System 3
m (¢3] (6.3]
1; Less than 1 year 1 o | o
2; 1 15 less than 3 yesrs| 3 2 i
3. 3 to less then 5 years| 4 2 0
4. 5 1o less than 10 ) ) -
years 8 6 3
5. 10 to less than 20
yoors " 2 2
6. More than 20 yesrs 19 0 0

Does your state have any formal plans to expsnd to
wore Job svalustion systems or to consolidate its
(CHECK ONE;)

job evaluation sysfcns?

1 | 2 ) Yes; expand to more sysﬂu

2102) 93;. consolidate to fewsr systems

consol I date 1o a iingic system

3 121 Yes,

No (SKIP TO SEGTION I1,)

4 140 )
which of the fol lowing; It any, are reason
your state to change the number of systems it

has? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY:)

1. [ 3 ) Administrative etticiency (e.g., cost

saving, paperwork reduction)

) Internai-consistency (i.e.; to promote
talrness)

&

2, 1

) Poy equlty (1:6;; concern about

waie/female wage ditferences)

Y]
.
w

] Market competitiveness

!
.
(=2

1 Ditterent jobs need ditferent job
evaluation sysfm

bl
.
-

-3

6.10] thir, plesss spoclfy

APPENDIX TI1

the PAY E mm POLICY

This set of iﬁiiﬂons concerns pay oqul?y

policies-in your state. By this we wean any
legisiation, exscutive order, adm'nistrative

policy or other pronouncement which specifically

states a compensation goal of squal pay tor work

of comparable-worth or vatue for state employ~
e6s. WE DO NOT MEAN EQUAL PAY FOR COMPARABLE

m AS IN THE EQUAL PAY ACT. Do not include
pronouncemsnts which auﬂ\orjlzo pay oqulfy

studies or_evaiuation ot job ciassitication sys~-
tems, urless they specitically state a compensa-

tion-goal of equal pay for work of comparable
worth or value.

Doss your stafo have 8 -rlffon pay equity/

comparabie worth pollcy?

13,
1. 110 | Yes

2, (37 ) No (SKIP TO QUESTION ib?i
) NO ANSWER - -

By what means was the Poiicy established?
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY AND ENTER THE APPROPRIATE
CITATION AND/OR DATE.)

14,

lo 1 71 Legisiation

Citation:

Date:

2, 1 1] Executive order

Date:

3. 1 2 ] Administretive policy

Date:

4. 1 0 ) Other; pleass specity

Date:

20
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6.

17.

Which of the folloulny, it any. pmvldod the
dmpetus to formaily suthorize the policy?
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLYS)

17 ﬁngow-nor

2. [ 3 state porsotmol officlals

3. | 2 1 Other state adulnlsfrlﬂve ofticlals

) Judicia: mandate or direction

-~
.
o
-

) Legisiature

L
-
-
-

6. [ 4 ) State commission on women

] Unions

-~
.
o
-

8. [ 8 ) Women's Interest groups

9 1 1) Other; p plono spoclty
pay equity study resuits — - -

Which of the following groups-of positions are
(CHECK ONE;S)

targeted by this policy?

All positions

.13
) Classitied plus some non-classitiec
positions

w
-

21

3. 1 4) Only elasslflod positions
& 101 only on-cisss!fied positions

51010 orhor. plasse spocity

Mbout what:percent of all classitied positions
In the state (Incliding both full and part-time)
(ENTER PERCENT:)

are covered by the policy?
See 8pp. 11, p. 10§

N‘o you aware of any couri' cases tiled against

your state—in which this policy has been

tested? (CHECK ONE. IF YES, ENTER C{TATION.)
1191 K
2011 v
Citation:
(NOTE: PLEASE SKIP TO SECTION 111, pe 5.)

o3

HAVE

9.

20.

21.

ANSWER OlESTlCNS 1923 IF YOUR STATE DOES NO‘—F

A WRITTEN PAY EQUITY/COMPARABLE WORTH POLICY.

Does your ’sfiﬁi have E} formal Biin}i to i&&{;} a
P8y &quity policy (i.e., equal pay for work of

comparable worth or value)?
1161 Yes
2. 131 ) No (SKIP TO SECTION :'!, pe 5)

1 _Not answered. -

Which of the foliowing, it any, provldod the
Impstus for this policy 10 ba considered?

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.)

i+ 151 The governor

2. 1 51 state personnel officials

5. 12 1 Ofher state administrative officials
4. 10 i Judicial mendate or direction

) Legisiature

b
-
w
-

) State commission on women
Unions
ﬁii interest groups

9. [ 0 ) Other; pleass specity

.16

8. 15

1t the-policy i's adopted, which of the follow-
ing, 1f any, IS most |ikely 16 provide its final
spproval? (CHECK ONE.)

1. [ 1) Unknown

2. [ 4 ) Legisiation

3. 1 0 ] Executive order

4. 1 1 ) Administrative policy

5. | 0 ) Other; please specifty
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22, ihlch of tho folloumg groups . of poslﬂons,lf

any; is most Iikely to be targeted by this
pollcy? {(CHECK ONE.)

1, | 0 ) Unknown

2,10

Al positions

3. 1 1 1 Classitied plus some non-clus"lod
poslﬂons

4,15 Only ciassitied positions
5. 1 0 1 Only non-classitied positions

s 1 0 | Other; plesse specify

23, what percent of ali classified positions.
Uncluding both full and part-time) would oe
(ENTER THE PERCENT OR

covered by this pollcy?
CHECKX THE BOX,)

100 3

111, PAY EQUITY STUDIES

‘l'hls set o' quosﬂons concerns. pay oqul?y

By fhls we nan

mum conducted by ybur state,

data col lection sfforts; job content studles;
sconomic studies, or combination studies.

24, Has your state trecked-the activities of other

states In the area of pay equity or canarablo
worth?

1, 140 | Yes

2. 1 8 1 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 26,)

25,

APPENDIX IIT

Wow 81d/does your state track other states' pay

"""""" (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY,)

1; 139 ) Collected reports; articles; or other
information

2. 137 1 Contacted other states for

or attended conferences

Information,
or seminars

3, lll I Cinauc?oa 8 survey of other sfafos'

activities

Conducted periodic surveys, (i:e.; wore
than one), of other states' activities

4“1

5. 110 | Conducted case studies of other states’
sctivities
5, l l l Oﬂsor. plouo spoclfy

Cauulhnt hlrod fogﬂ Eﬂ'

Has your state collected data 1o see Whether

there are sex-besed wage ditfferences or occupa-
tional segregetion by sex, among state empioyees

(either as a seperate study or-as pert of-a ——
larger study)? (CHECK ONE, IF THE DATA COLLEC-
TION WAS PART OF A LARGER STUDY; ANSWER THE - -
FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BASED ON THE DATA COLLECTION

PHASE ONLY)
1.1 3 1 Yes; looked for sex-besed wage
ditterences only

| ves, looked for occupational

segregation only

N
-
-
-2

3. | 221 Yes; looked for both sex-besed wage
ditferences and occupatlonal

segregation

4. 1 211 No (SKIP TO QUESTION 41,)
One state col tected wage and -
occupstional data, but not for the
purposes |isted,

O

ERIC
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APPENDIX III
Please snswer ﬂgﬁ?@ig‘iﬂ. It you have 30,
conducted oniy one data coliection, fiil in the
Informstion under_the column titled Study 1, If you
have cmducfodi’ﬁ £l in the appropriate ___
cojumns for ueh study, 1f you have conducted-more-
1hen 3, compiete the questions only for the latest 3
mdlu.
21 How ﬁny ﬂm hu your state conducted thess
data collections? (CHECK ONE:)
Li1si
22,1512
.1113
4. 1 61 4 or more
28, For each do?i—éomcﬂon. what is the nawe of
the organization that was-responsibie for it
(0.9.; “Departwent of Personnei® or
"Commisslon on the Status of -Women®), and-what
yoor was It conducted? (ENTER NAME AND YEAR,)
— - 31
ORGANIZATION NAME YEAR
_ m )
1. Study
1
2. study
2
3. Study
3
2. Which of the fol lowing; 1t any, u}ﬁtﬁo
suthority for Initiating the data-coiiection?
(CHECK-ONE BOX FOR EACH DATA COLLECTION
CONDUCTED, ) o
- ——— - 32.
Study 1|Study 2|Study 3
R m ) 3y
I, Legisiation. 12 2 | 3 |
2, Exscutive sction 5 2 | s
3: Mdministretive sction
(8.9., Mo specific - ]
legisiative or 8 4 0
executlve mandate)
4, Other, plesse specify| ;
| 2 1 0

APPENDIX IIT

wWhich of the folliowing groups actusily conducted
the data coliection: a consultant, state per-

sonnel; or both? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH DATA
COLLECTION CONDUCTED. }

S;iuiy 1 §§aay 2 gﬁéy i
- (4} 2) 3)
R cmsulfant 6i'ily 3 [ 0
2. state porsonne) | : -
only (SPECIFY AGENCY)| 14 4 2
3. Consuitant and state
2ersonnel 8 3 i
4. Other, pissse
speci fy
2 2 o

Dﬁid the data coliection inciude-aili 1ob classes;

or just a sample of them? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR

EACH DATA COLLECTION CONDUCTED.)

Study 1 §émjy 2|stuay 3
(n @ [ 3
1. Al job ciasses - -
Incloded 15 1 3 1
2; Somple of Job classes| 12 3 2

IF A SMPLE OE,JL‘E,,CUSSES ms ~TAKEN: IN

(NOTE:

ANY DATA COLLECTION, CONTINUE WiTH QUESTION 32,
IF b NOT, SKiP TO QUESTION 33,)

How was- the sampie selected?— (CHECK-ALL THAT

APPLY FOR EACH DATA COLLECTION oomucrsn 3

study 1|stugy 2|srudy 3
m 2 53]
1. Male/femaie dominated| - -
Job classes only 7 104 2
2, Highly ﬁ?@jﬁi*iﬂr Job ) . ]
clesses only 4 4 1
3. Random selection 4 3 1
4. Other, pisase specify
7777 2 2 []
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33, Wos s steering committes or task force
representing ditferent !n7erested groups used Iin

the deta coliection? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH
DATA COLLECTION CONDUCTED.)

5*@?? 1|Study 2study 3
m | @ | &

1. Yes 9 4 0
2, % 18 5 3

WNOTE: IF A STEERING COMNITTEE - WAS-USED IN
MY DATA COLLECTION, CONTINUE WiTH QUESTION

f, IF NOT, SKiP TO QUESTION 35.)

34, Which of the fallcvlng ihfuonfs. lf any, incrlbu the role ot the steering committes? (O'lEGK ALL THAT

APPLY FOR EACH DATA COLLECTION CONDUCTED:)

Study | si@i’y 2 | Stydy 3

S m @ (3)

1. The steering commlttes determines what is to be studied, K 3 -

2, The steer lifg committes or lfs statt sctuslly performs the study, . 1 1 7 2 <
3. The steering comai ttee oversees the stuy; but some othar growp sctuslly]

9 1 -

urfcrii the study, B

4. The steering commlttes uses ﬂn results of the study to make . :
recosmendations about poy equity, R 3 -
S. Other, please specify
B, - 2 ] -

D
[V

ERIC
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Q

35.

36.

How long did it toke to complote the dats collec-
tion? (ENTER NUMBER- OF WEEKS-FOR- EACH DATA---

gz.t.scngu. IF THE DATA COLLECTION 1S 6«5»1;,

CECK THE BOX UNDER THE COLUMN-TITLED "ONGOING™

ND-ESTIMATE THE TOTN. NUMBER OF WEEKS T WiLL
HAVE TIKENHEN 1T IS COMPLETED.)

(NOTE: IF THE DATA COLLECTION WAS PART OF A

LARGER_STUDY; BASE YOUR ANSWER ONLY ON THE DATA
mscnounﬁss.)

ONGOING. NO ANSWER:

- Range = 1-10-78
Study 1. ___Medisn = 11.5 (B 5
e - Range = 2 10 52
Study % __Medish = & _ i1 2

Renge = 3 1o 8
SfudyS- Madiah = & (I o
(NOTE: lrmmum.n.ecnonsmsm

CONTINUE WiTH QUESTION 36; IF NOT; SKIP TO
QEST!QI 41.)

DLd !t,jlgta ool Iocﬂon ‘reach either of-the fol-

Towing concluslons? (CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW
FOR EACH DATA COLLECTION. )

Study 1] [Study 2{|Study
m |l @ 3

Yes[No |[vesiNo |lves|No
B ) @]}

1. Sex-based wage -

N
N
-

ditferences existed|21%| s5%]| ¢

2, Sex-based occupe-
tional segregation | -1 - =
existed 2153153 1]2
No asnswer® - - - - o 0

Were the rnulfsiogiﬂn 6.1'3 col lection sent to

eny of the following? - (CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH
ROW FOR EACH DATA COLLECTION CONDUCTED.)

stuay 1||stidy 2|[study 3
m 2 (3

Yes|No |{Yes|No {[ves|no
mffanfffas]

I« The governor 2] sff 7 2|l 3| o

2. The legisiature 22 | s[| 6| 2f[ 3| o

3. The state Al -] -
Eripﬁﬁin oftice 126 | 1]f 2 1|] 3] o
O'Hnr plesse o -
specity 1" [sft 1t 2| o] 3

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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38. Which of #he foliowing, if-any, rescited from
the data collection? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY,)

study fsrudy 2|Study 3
) (2) (3)
1. Foliow=up study 12 2 g,ié N
2. Adoption of new pay -
equity policy 2 2 0
3. Changes In exIsting .
pay policies | 2 {0
4. Changes in other -
persontisl policies 2 2 0
5. Pay equity salary ) - -
Increases 2 3 L
6. No resuits yet ? 2 |
7. Other, please specify
7 | 1

(NOTE 3 lF PKY EOUITY SN.KR\' imASES _RESULTED FROM:

ANY-STUDY, CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 39; IF NOT, SKIP TO

QUESTION 41.)

39 Consider fho fohl payrol | of only thoss state
enpioyses who wiii recelve pay equity Incresses
83 3 result of the data collection. What
percent did/will that total payrol| Ineroaso,

and over how many yeers wili +he Increase be -

Inplemented? - - (ENTER _JOTAL PERCENT INCREASE FOR
EACH DATA COLLECTION m!meo ALSO ENTER THE
JOTAL: MIMBER OF YEARS OVER WHICH THAT INCREASE
WILL TAKE PLACE.)

Study 1/Study 2|Stusy 3
) (2) 3)

Vo Porcent incresse | 5| 5| g

2. Yoars
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Under-what authority-wiil the-increases s
sdministered? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY FOR EACH
DATA COLLECTION CONDUCTED;)

o Study 1|study 2[Study 3
1. Legistation 1 2 1
z EW‘NVE arder 0 o 0
5 Admlnistrstive action| 0 | 1 0
4. Coliective bargalning| 0 2 0

5. Spiélol eoulﬁoo

o, wes your state conducted a lob content pay
oquity study (l.e., one which compares the pay
of mais and femals Job classes with comparable

Job evaluation scores)?
1. 120 1 Yes

2, 128 | No (SKiP TO @Eﬁfibﬁ 56.)
- - Answer questions 42-55.- It you have conducted
only oné study, fl!l In the. intformetion under the

ealu-n titied study-1, If-you have conducted 2 20r3,

fiit in the appropriate columns for each study, lf

you-have conducted more than 3, complste only the
qauﬂons for the |atest 3 sfudlu.

45. s many timas has your State conduc?od fhu

type of study? (CHECK ONE.)

1. 11311

2, 1412

%

1213

%

43,

“,

as,

For:each study, what is the nane of the organi~
zotion that was responsible for-It-(e.9., -
"Departaent of Personnei® or *"Commission on the
Status of -Women®), and- what yesr was it
eonduc?od?

(ENTER NAME AND YEAR,)

ORGANIZATION NAME

(&} 2)

1. Study

+ Study

3. Study

Ynich-ot the following, it sny, was the author-
Ity for Initiating the study? (CHECK ONE BOX
FOR EACH STUDY CONDUCTED,)

Study 1
(n

Study 2|Study 3
@ | 3

15 Legisiation 9 2 2

2, Executive action . 5 i

-3

3. Administrative action
(8.9., ho specitic , .
oxecutivo or 4 2 0
legislative mandate}

4, Other, please specify| --

Which of- the following groups-actualiy conducted

the study. a consultant; state porsonnol,
both? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH STUOY CONDUCTED,)
Study 1|Study 2|stody 3
(4 )] (2) 3
1. Consultant only 4 1 [
2. State personnei only - - B
(SPECIFY AGENCY) 3 3 1
3. Consultant and state | - - -
personns! 77!9” 3 {1
4. Other; pleass specify
: : - 3 0 0

26
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“.

47,

Oid the study include ali job classes; or just &
somple of them? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH STUDY

CONDUCTED; ) I . R

(¢h) (¢3) 3

Study 1{Study 2|Study 3

1o Al1 Job classes

Included 7

Wil
NN

2; Somple of Job ciasses| 13

(NOTE:--- IF A- SNPLE OF JOB CLASSES ‘WAS USED IN

ANY STUDY, CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 47; IF NOT,
'SKIP TO QUESTION 48,)

How was- the sample selected?—— (CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY FOR EACH STUOY CONDUCTED, )

o 2 3

Study 1|study 2[stidy 3

i, Maie/femaie dominated| -

Jobciasses only | 9 1 0
2t nghly Dopulafoa ~ i B
Job ciasses only 6 2 0
3. Random selection 2 2 °

4. Other, please specity] -

4,

APPENDIX III

was a s?ooring eo-nlffoo or task force roprosonf-

ing ditferent Interested groups ussd in the o
study? (CHECR ONE BOX FOR EACH STUDY CONDUCTED.)

Study 1{Study 2|Study 3
m 25 | <

15 Yos 13 s 1

2; No 7 3 1

(NOTE: -IF-A STEERING CGﬂITTEE WAS USED IN ANY
STUDY; CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 49; IF NOT, SKIP 1 T0
QUESTION 50,)

o, )

ihlch of fho follovlng statements, |+ any, describes the role of the stoorlng mlﬁu? (CHECK ALL ‘I‘HAT

APPLY FOR EACH STUDY CONDUCTED;) e ——
Study 1 | Study 2 | Study 3
I [3}) 2) 3
1. The steering committes determines what is to be studied. 7 3 [
2. The steering committes or Its statf actually ) - -
porl‘orn the study, 3 | 1 0
LT '{gg”gfgﬂnﬂ mlffoo oversees the study, but some other )
group actually pertforms the study, 9 3 ]
4, The steering committes uses the results of the study to - -
make recommendations about pay equity, 9 ] 3 0
5. Other, piease specify
— 1 0 0
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50.

515

How Iong did It take +o complete the study?

(ENTER NUMBER OF MONTHS FOR EACH STUDY. _IF THE
STUDY IS ONGOING, CHECK THE BOX UNDER-THE COLUMN
TITLED "ONGOING® AND ESTIMATE THE TOTAL NUMBER
OF MONTHS IT WILL HAVE TAKEN WHEN IT IS
COMPLETE.)

Study 1. _Medlen=6 ——— (11 1
Study 2. _Medien=5—— [ | 1
Stidy 3. _Medien=3 ——— ( | 0

(NOTE: —IF ANY STUDIES ARE COMPLETED, CONTINUE_
WITH QUESTION 51; IF NOT, SKIP TO QUESTION 56.)
DId the study conclude that sex-based wage

ditferences existed after controiling for job
evéluation scores? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH
STUDY CONDUCTED.)

Study 1[study 2|stuay 3
(3} (2) 3)

1. Yes 1 4 2

2. No 6 2 °

OF MONTHS  ONGOING NG ANSWER

52.

APPENDIX III

Were the-results of the study sent to eny of the
following? (CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW FOR EACH
STUDY CONDUCTED..)

stidy 1| |study 2||stigy 3
A 2) (3)

ves|No ||ves|ns ||ves|ns
M2 @}

1. The governor 181 2¢] 4 2|]| 2 o

2 The tegisiature |16 | 4| 4| 2|} 2| o

s.thestate || || -

personnel officef20 | of| s| 1]| 1]

4. Other; please
specity 12 sff o 2| 1]

53.

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY FOR EACH STUDY

Study 1
tn

Study 2|Study 3
@ | >

1. Follow-up study

0

2. Adoption of new pay equity policy

3. Changes in existing pay pollcies

4. Changes In other personnel policies

5. Pay equity salary incrasses

6; No results yet

7 Other; please specity

3 i

(NOTE: IF PAY EQUITY SALARY INCREASES RESULTED FROM ANY STUOY, CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 54; IF NOT,

SKIP TO QUESTION 56.)

¢
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-\pleym who-will receive pay-equity saiary

increasas as a result of the study, What per-

over tiow uany years wiili_the. lncroau E

Impiementod?- (ENTER TOTAL PERCENT INCREASE FOR
EACH STUDY CONDUCTED, ALSO ENTER THE JOTAL
NUMBER OF- YEARS OVER WHICH THAT INCREASE WiLL

TAKE PWE ) e
Study 1 Sfudy 2|stagy 3
m @ | m
PR ——— $ $ 5
2 Yers

55. Under what authority will the Incresses be
sdministered? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY FOR EACH
STUDY CONOUCTED; )

Study 1|Study 2|Study 3

1. Legislation 3 i 1
2. Executive order 0 0 0
Fo T ————— 0 0
5; ool lective bergalning| 3 i i
5. Spectal comittes I

(0:8., steering 0 0 0

conm! ttee)

6. Other, plesse specity| - : -

PART C - ECONOMIC STUOY

35, Has your state conducted an mlc pay oqulfy
mdy (ise:; one which comparss the pay of male

 emy:loyees with comparsbie individual

characteristics Iike education or experience)?

1.5 Yes

2, (43 | No (SKIP TO QUESTION 71.)

APPENDIX ITI

Pluu snswer quosﬂons 57-70. 1t you havo

conducted only one study, f1i1 In the Information
under the . coluun titled study 1, -it-you have-con=

ducted 2 or 3, ti1l in_the columns for each study,
4 you have conducfod more than3, compiete only the

questions for the latest 3 studles;

57,

59,

How many times has your stste conducted this
1ype of $tudy? (CHECK ONE,)

oUs
% 1012
5 1013
..iéii«.m

for oach stujy, what . ls the name ot-the orgeni-

zaﬂon that was rosponslblo for lf (o.g.,

Sfafus of Women*), and what yeor wes it con=
ducted? (ENTER NAME AND YEAR,)

GRGANIZATION NAME YEAR
t (¢3]

-
.
o
¥
Y
-3

Whlch of the fol lowing, - if-any, -was-the author-

ity for initiating the stady? (CHECK ONE BOX
FOR EACH STUDY CONDUCTED, )

study 1|study 2|study 3
m | @ | 3

1. Legisiation 2 - -

2, Executive action . | © - -

3. Admintgirrative action
(8.9., NO specitic 3 - -

legisiative .
exacutive mandate)

4, Other, please specity
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60. wWhich of ﬂnifoil 19\" ggigrogggﬁgcfyg!!yiconductod 62. How was the sampie- ioiocfod? (CHECK ALL THAT
the study: & consultant; state personnel , APPLY FOR EACH STUDY CONDUCTED, )

both? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH STuDY WED.)

o Study 1 Sﬁaay 2|stugy 3
— m @ 3
L Study 1|Study 2{Study 3 — — o
— 1. Mole/female dominated] -
1. Consuitant only (] - - Job classes only (] - -
2; State personnel - 2. Highly popuiated job
Shily (SPECIFY AGENCY)| 3 - - classes only ] - -
— —————1 - 3. Random selection 1 - -
3, Consultant and stste - — ——
pononnoi 2 - - 4, Other; please sgecify
- 1 2 = z
4, 0'!'!",-,, please . —
speci ty o - - Not ansnrodﬁ_riw L
e — 63. Was a steering committes or task force repre-
senting different interested groups-used in the

- - study?- (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH STUDY

61: Did the study include ail Jou classes, ori,lyiif 3 CONDUCTED, )
sanple of them? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR EACH STUDY - - -
CONDUCTED; ) L Study 1|Study 2|Study 3

_ Study 1{Study 2|stugy 3 1. Yes 2 - -
. Ail job classes 2 % s |- | -
Included 2 - - '
2, Somple of job cissses| 3 - z (NOTE: - iF-A STEERING COMMITTEE WAS USED IN MY
OF THE STUDIES, CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 64; IF

77777 _— R NOT, SKIP TO QUESTION 65,)

(OTE: IF A SAWPLE OF CLASSES WAS USED IN Ay
OF THE STUDIES, CONTINUE WiTH QUESTION 62; IF NOT,

SKIE TO_QUESTION 633)

64, Which of the fol iowing statements, If any, describes the role of the steering commitfes? (CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY FOR EACH STUDY CONDUCTED.) o

Study 1 [ Study 2 | Study 3
: . B M 2) 3
1: The steering committes determines what is to be studied. | ! - :
2; The steering committes or |15 statt actuslly
iirforu’ s the study, 1 - -
LT Iﬁhgwgfgg;!»g coq!tfu oversees -the sfudy. but some other
group actuaily pertorms ﬂ}i study, B 1 - p=
4. The steering committes uses the resuits of the study to )
make recommendations about pay equity, 1 - -
5. {ﬁ'ﬁor, piuu speclfy =
‘ . 0 - -

ERIC. . 28

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX III

APPENDIX III

67. Were the resuits of the study sent 15 any of

65; How laig aid it tikgrgg go!pjgfg the study? -- ' fo any of
(ENTER NUMBER OF MONTHS FOR EACH STUDY, IF THE the following? (CHECK ONE BOX IN EACH ROW FOR
STUDY IS ONGOING, CHECK- THE-BOX UNDER THE- COLUMN EACH STUDY CONDUCTED.) .

TITLED "ONGOING™ AND ESTIMATE THE TOTAL NUMBER —_——— :
OF MONTHS IT WILL HAVE TAKEN WHEN IT IS Study 1| |stugy 2 Sfudy 3
COMPLETE.) m 2 3
- MMBER OF MONTHS ONGOING Yes|No ||ves|No | [ves|no-
Range = 2 15 12 mi@jfmi@|{mla)
Study 1o _Median =6 - t11 | —— ——
- . Ve The governor 2124l -{-H-1-
Study 2. t ——
o 5 2. Tho legistaturs | 4 ofl-1-4{-]-
Study 3. __——— - t 1
o Dl 3. The Stats 1
{NOT '*iFtNY snmss ARE mtsrzn CONTINUE personnel office| 4 [0 || - | -] - | -
WiTH ou-:s'nm 66; IF NOT, SKIP TO QUESTION 71.) — —

- 4. Other, pisase

6. Did fbo s'l'udy qggg[uggjyaf sox-basod wage specity -
ditferences existed after controlling for octa{-1-{1-1]-
Indlvidual characteristics? (CHECK ONE BOX FOR |
EACH STuDY CONDUCTED.) . - ‘

study 1[Stuay 2 sﬁq’y 3
m @ 3
15 Yes 3 - -
2. o 1 = -
68. Which of the following, If sny, resuited from the study?  (CHCK ALL THAT APPLY FOR EACH STUDY
CONDUCTED . ) B
Study 1| Study 2|stidy 3
1o Follow~up study - 2 - -
2. Adoption of new pey equlty pol ley 0 - -
3. Changss In oxlsﬂng pay prorlrlclos ° - -
4. Chenges In other persovnel policies 0 - -
5. Pay equity salary Incriisses 0 - -
60 E r‘iﬁ'ﬁ W - -
7. Other; pleass specify )
_C e} - -

(NOTE: IF PAY soumr SALARY INCREASES RESULTED FROM ANY: OF THE sruolss,

NOT, SKIP TO QUESTION 71.)

L
‘e th)

CONTINUE WITH QUESTION 69; IF
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69. Consider the totai payroll of only those state | PART E = MINORITY EMPLOYEES

amployess who did/wii| raceive pay equity salary
increases-a resuit-of the study, What rorcent 72, Has your state conducted a pay equity study.
did/wili that total payroll .Incrasss,. and over which focuses In whole or In part on the pay of
how-many yesrs wiii that increase-be-imple- minority employess? (Such & study could be
wented? (ENTER TOTAL PERCENT INCREASE FOR EACH elther a job content or economic pay oqulfy
STUDY CONDUCTED, _ALSO- ENTER-THE TOTAL NUMBER OF study-and could-be part of a study of sex-based
YEARS OVER WHICH THAT. ltl':REKSE iltt TAKE PEACE. wage differences,)
Study 1|Study 2|Stuay 3 1. 04 Yes
o 2) (¢.3]
2. (44 | No
i. Percent increase -5 -5 -3 -
: ; 1V, PAY QUH’Y tlTlGATlON
2, Yeors - - -
- The flnil !if 6\‘ amﬂons concorns pay iqulfy
- Iitigation, By this we mean jegal actions taken In
70, Under what lufhorlfy vlll the liji;rrig'iiiiﬁﬁr B relation to pay equity Issues,
sdministered? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY FOR EACH _ -
STUDY CONDUCTED, ) . - - 3. Ars you aware of any igwsuits f1ied ogalnst the
— 7,7,,77  E—— pay clessification systems in your state, In
Study 1|Study 2|Study 3 relation to the pay equity Issue?
. a) 2) (53] E
— - - 1. 110 1 Yes
15 Legisiation __ - - - o -
| — — - 2, 138 l No (SKIP 0 OUESTION 84.)
2, Executive order - - - Il

—ge > - 7, It yes, ploau provlao tho case cl?aﬂon for

3, Administrative action] - - - each- |awsult, -(ENTER-CITATION, IF CITATION IS
- UNKNOWN, SKIP TO QUESTION 75,)

4, Collective bergaining - - - -

o] ”

S, Special committee ' -

{e.g., steering - - - 2,

committes) ] z

32

6, Other; piease specify
- - - (lF CITATlON lS ENTERED RMVE, SKIP TO QUEST!DN
- - = 84.)

e if-case citations are not known, please answer
PART D~ COMBINATION STUDY. the foilowing for each lawsuit, or check the box,
n. His -youF- gfafc oonduchd a pay oquify sfij’di Lawsult #1

ihlc’l _compares the_pay of mate and female _

s-with both comparable-job-content-and 75, What year was It tiled? — — - - -
individual characteristics (i.es, Job eontont
and Individuai characteristic variabies in the I 1 Can't recali

3omé regression snalyais)?
oDl 76, What perties were involved?
1, (2] Yes

2, 1 461 No ) 1 Con't recall

ii. In what coart was It £1led?

{ ) Can't recall

32
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Lawsult #2 - - Name of-person who filled out fhls quosﬂonnaln
and who may bs contacted for clarification of res-

78, what year was It t11ed? f— ponses, If sary: (PLEASE PRINT)

i { Can't recall NANE: —_— —

9. what parflu wers 1nvolved? : TiTtltee ————

ADORESS: —————————

I [ Can't recail

80, 1In what court was It filed? -~ —— -

{ (Can't recall TELEPHONE ,
NUMBER: : ) L

iowsult £3

81, What yeor was It fiied?

{ (Can't recail

82, What parties were involved?

i l Can'f rocell

83, In what courf was lf filod? = - L

I ([ Can't recall

R,

84, If you have any addlﬂonol comments rogurdlng
sny previous quastion or general comments con-
cerning pay equity, please use the spsce pro-
vided below , If necessary, attach additional

shosts,

GOD/MIS /486 Thank you for your help;

¥ U.8. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1988 — 181-238/83171
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